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LAVWRENCE W LDER,
Plaintiff - Appellant,

Ver sus

DONNA E. SHALALA, SECRETARY OF HEALTH AND
HUVAN SERVI CES,

Def endant - Appell ee.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the District of
Maryl and, at Baltinore. Frederic N. Smal kin, District Judge. (CA-
96- 3472-5)

Subm tted: June 19, 1997 Deci ded: June 27, 1997

Before WLKINS and M CHAEL, Circuit Judges, and BUTZNER, Senior
Circuit Judge.

Affirmed in part and dism ssed in part by unpublished per curiam
opi ni on.

Lawrence W der, Appellant Pro Se.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).



PER CURI AM

Appel | ant appeals the followng district court orders: (1)
| etter order finding no ground to act upon Appellant's conplaints
agai nst his former counsel; (2) order denying Appellant's notion
for prelimnary injunction; (3) margi nal order denyi ng Appellant's
notion for appointnment of counsel; (4) order denying Appellant's
notion for the court to order his union to provide himw th coun-
sel; and (5) letter order returning docunments unrelated to any
pendi ng noti on.

This court may exercise jurisdiction only over final orders,
see 28 U.S.C. 8 1291 (1994), and certain interlocutory and col | at -
eral orders, see 28 U . S.C. § 1292 (1994); Fed. R Cv. P. 54(b);
Cohen v. Beneficial Indus. Loan Corp., 337 U S. 541 (1949). To the

extent that Appellant seeks review of the denial of his notion for
prelimnary injunction, this court has jurisdiction over that por-
tion of the appeal. See 28 U.S.C. § 1292(a)(1). We find that the
district court did not err in denying the notion. Accordingly, we
affirmthe denial of the notion on the reasoning of the district

court. Wlder v. Shalala, No. CA-96-3472-S (D. Md. Feb. 12, 1997).

To the extent that Appellant seeks review of the remining
orders, this court does not have jurisdiction because the orders
are neither final orders nor appeal abl e interlocutory or coll ateral
orders. W therefore dismss the appeal as to the denials of

remai ni ng notions.



We di spense with oral argunent because the facts and | ega
contentions are adequately presented in the materials before the

court and argunent woul d not aid the decisional process.

AFFI RMED I N PART, DI SM SSED | N PART




